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DETAILED ACTION 

Claim rejections-35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or descry 
bed as set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the 

prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a 

person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by 

the manner in which the invention was made. 

1) Claims 1, 18-19, 33, 38, 39, 45, 50, 63 and 67 are rejected under 35 U.S.C 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Kraft et al. (U.S. 6,112,225) in view of Stamm et al. (U.S. 
6,711,616) 

Regarding to claims 1, 19, 39, 45, and SO which is exemplary with claims 18, 33, 38, 63 
and 67: 

Kraft discloses the invention substantially as claimed, including a method and computer 
program, which can be implemented in a computer hardware or software code for distributed 
computing, comprising: 

Sending from a server to a task processing module, a request to process a task: 
("coordinating computer" which is equivalent to "server": abstract, lines 1-26; column 4, lines 
48-61) 
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Receiving the task at the task processing module: ("task scheduler" which is equivalent 
to "the task processing module": abstract, lines 1-26; column 4, lines 48-67) 

decomposing the task into a plurality of subtasks: (task scheduler devides the aggregate 
task into independent subparts and allocates the subtasks among the peripheral computers: 
abstract, lines 1-26; column 4, lines 48-67) 

Returning the subtasks to the server: (when the peripheral computers finish its subtasks, 
they transmit all results back to the coordinating computer for compiling: abstract, lines 1-26) 

Distributing the subtasks from the server to processors: ("peripheral computers" which 
equivalent to "processors": abstract, lines 1-26) 

Receiving the subtasks at the processors: (abstract: lines 1-26) 

Notifying the server that the results for the subtasks are obtained: (abstract: lines 1-26) 
Combining the results of the subtasks to obtain a task result: (abstract: lines 1-26) 
Obtaining at the processors the code from a code source when the code does not exist at 
the processors: (column 6, lines 15-67) 

Executing at the processors the code to obtain results for the subtasks: (column 6, lines 

15-67) 

However, Kraft does not explicitly disclose determining at the processors if data exists at 
the processors for the subtasks received; obtaining at the processors the data from a data source 
when the data does not exist at the processors 

Stamm discloses a system for distributing computing tasks for execution among a 
plurality of processing systems having different resources characteristics or the processing 
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system may access a database for resource information, see (Stamm: abstract, lines 8-11; column 
3, lines 1 1-20; column 4, lines 35-43; column 5, lines 26-31) 

Thus, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to combine Stamm's ideas of the processing systems their own resources or 
access the data for requesting resources with Kraft's system in order to create a providing 
sufficient computing resources system, see (column 1, lines 35-42) 

2) Claims 2-4, 22-24, 40 and 51-53 are rejected under 35 U.S.C 103(a) as being un- 
patentable over Kraft-Stamm in view of Zweben et al. (U.S. 6,216,109) 
Regarding to claims 2-3, 22-23, 40 and 51-52: 

Kraft-Stamm discloses the invention substantially as disclosed in claims 1, 19, 39 and 50, 
but does not explicitly teach maintaining updated versions of at least one of system parameters, 
processing code and system operation code at the task processing module 

However, Zweben scheduling system can be easily modified to add or delete subtasks: 
abstract, lines 1-26; column 6, lines 52-67) 

Thus, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to combine Zweben' s ideas of modifying scheduling system such as adding 
or deleting subtasks with Kraft-Stamm' s system in order to speed up operation, see (abstract, 
lines 15-26) 

Regarding to claim 4, 24 and 53: 

In addition to rejection in claims 1 and 19, and 50, Kraft-Stamm- Zweben further 
discloses wherein receiving the subtasks at the processors comprises checking system parameters 
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to determine if the server is an approved server: (Kraft discloses method of requiring digital 
signatures for importing tasks: column 10, lines 22-27). 

3) Claims 5-6, 9, 25-26, 29, 41, 46, 54-55 and 58 are rejected under 35 U.S.C 103(a) 
as being un-patentable over Kraft-Stamm in view of DeBenedictis et al. (U.S. 6,144,984) 
Regarding to claims 5-6, 9. 25-26, 41, 46 and 54-55: 

Kraft-Stamm discloses the invention substantially as disclosed in claims 1, 19, 39, 45 and 
50, but does not explicitly teach wherein sending the request to process a task comprises forming 
a dynamically linked library having links to at least one of processing code, code sources, data, 
data sources and results storage files 

However, DeBenedictis discloses a dynamically linked library of addresses and source 
codes for subtasks processing, see (abstract, lines 1-10; column 22, lines 26-51) 

Thus, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to combine DeBenedictis' s ideas of using a dynamically linked library of 
addresses and source codes to process subtasks with Kraft-Stamm' s system in order to increase 
speed, see (DeBenedictis: abstract, lines 1-10) 

Regarding to claims 9, 14, 29 and 58: 

Kraft-Stamm- DeBenedictis discloses the invention substantially as disclosed in claim 1, 
which further discloses the configuration sets comprises maintaining a list of processor available 
to execute the code to obtain the results for the subtasks, see (Kraft: abstract, lines 1-26) 
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4) Claims 7-8, 10, 15 and 27-28, 34, 56-57, 59 and 64 are rejected under 35 U.S.C 
103(a) as being un-patentable over Kraft-Stamm-DeBenedictis in view of Zweben et al. 
(U.S. 6,216,109): 

Regarding to claims 7-8, 10, 15. 27-28. 34. 56-57. 59 and 64: 

Kraft-Stamm discloses the invention substantially as disclosed in claims 6, 9, 14, 19 and 
50, but does not explicitly teach the configuration sets comprises identifying at least one of 
subtask processing limits, boundary limits for the data, iteration limits and a number of 
processors desired for processing, 

However, Zweben discloses method of adding and deleting tasks for scheduling a 
manufacturing operation, see (Zweben: Column 1, lines 40-44, column 2, lines 18-31) 

Thus, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to combine Zweben' s ideas of adding and deleting tasks for scheduling a 
manufacturing operation with Kraft-Stamm- DeBenedictis's system in order provide efficiency 
tasks schedule for an operation (Zweben: abstract, lines 7-11) 

5) Claims 11-13, 30-32, 42-44, 47-49 and 60-62 are rejected under 35 U.S.C 103(a) as 
being un-patentable over Kraft-Stamm in view of Ferguson (U.S. 6,052,555) 

Resardins to claim 11-13. 30-32. 42-44. 47-49 and 60-62: 

Kraft-Stamm discloses the invention substantially as disclosed in claims 1,19, 39, 45 and 
50, but does not explicitly teach returning the subtasks comprises compressing files 
corresponding to the subtasks 

However, Ferguson discloses method of reconstructing compressed video/audio stream 
from collected compressed video/audio frames, see (Ferguson: abstract, lines 1-19) 
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Thus, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to combine Ferguson's ideas of using compressed signals with Kraft- 
Stamm' s system in order increase transmission speed (Ferguson: column 1, lines 15-42) 

6) Claims 16, 35 and 65 are rejected under 35 U.S.C 103(a) as being un-patentable 
over Kraft-Stamm in view of Karlak (U.S. 2002/0023175) 

Regarding to claims 16. 35 and 65: 

Kraft-Stamm discloses the invention substantially as disclosed in claims 1 and 19 but 

does not explicitly teachmonitoring the processors; and redistributing the subtasks when 

executing at the processors is delayed 

However, Karlak discloses method of reassigning the subtasks, see (Karlak: [0013]) 
Thus, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 

invention was made to combine Karlak's ideas of reassigning the subtasks with Kraft-Stamm's 

system in order to control correctly tasks performance: (Karlak: [0013]) 

7) Claims 17, 36 and 66 are rejected under 35 U.S.C 103(a) as being un-patentable 
over Kraft-Stamm-Karlak in view of Saxena et al. (U.S. 6,377,928) 

Regarding to claims 17. 36 and 66: 

Kraft-Stamm discloses the invention substantially as disclosed in claims 16,19 and 50, 
but does not explicitly teach wherein monitoring comprises: accessing the server from a remote 
site; and initiating a browser application within the server, the browser application providing 
remote monitoring functionality, see 

However, Saxena discloses browser task, see (Saxena: column 5, lines 1-67) 
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Thus, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to combine Saxena's ideas of reassigning the subtasks with Kraft-Stamm- 
Karlak's system in order to control correctly tasks performance: (Karlak: [0013]) 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to lan dai thi truong whose telephone number is 571-272-7959. The 
examiner can normally be reached on monday- friday from 8:30am to 5:00 pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, David Wiley can be reached on (571) 272-3923. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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Examiner 
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